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From:
To:
Subject:
Start:
End:

Location:

Moore, Letitia

Barton. Dana

Accepted: FW: Montrose Groundwater Treatment & pCBSA
Monday, December 01, 2014 3:30:00 PM

Monday, December 01, 2014 4:30:00 PM
R9-Room-908-20-SFD_Only-JointSev/Region-9-RESTRICTED
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Lyons, John
Subject: Accepted: FW: Montrose pCBSA - Location Somewhere on the 10th Floor
Start: Monday, January 05, 2015 3:00:00 PM

End: Monday, January 05, 2015 4:00:00 PM
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Jolish, Taly

Subject: Accepted: Montrose GW Treatment System & pCBSA
Start: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 11:00:00 AM

End: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 12:00:00 PM

Location: 912
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Jolish, Taly
Subject: Accepted: Montrose O&M CD and pCBSA
Start: Friday, December 19, 2014 11:30:00 AM

End: Friday, December 19, 2014 12:30:00 PM
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Jolish, Taly

Subject: Accepted: Montrose Site pCBSA update
Start: Thursday, February 12, 2015 2:30:00 PM
End: Thursday, February 12, 2015 3:00:00 PM

Location: TBD
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Jolish, Taly

Subject: Accepted: Montrose Site pCBSA update
Start: Thursday, February 12, 2015 2:30:00 PM
End: Thursday, February 12, 2015 3:00:00 PM

Location: TBD
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From:
To:
Subject:
Start:
End:

Location:

Moore, Letitia

Barton. Dana

Accepted: OEHHA Public Health Protectiveness Concentration for pCBSA
Monday, February 02, 2015 3:00:00 PM

Monday, February 02, 2015 4:00:00 PM

R9-Room-10314-8-LakeMead
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Jolish, Taly

Subject: Accepted: pCBSA and Montrose groundwater
Start: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:00:00 PM
End: Thursday, November 20, 2014 3:00:00 PM

Location: John"s office
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From:
To:
Subject:
Start:
End:

Location:

Moore, Letitia

Barton. Dana

Accepted: pCBSA continuation meeting

Wednesday, December 03, 2014 10:00:00 AM

Wednesday, December 03, 2014 11:00:00 AM
R9-Room-911-20-SFD_Only-JaneOcon/Region-9-RESTRICTED
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From: Jolish, Taly

To: Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: Del Amo/Montrose Site
Date: Monday, November 24, 2014 4:22:47 PM

Letitia, the email from Gina to Enrique is at the bottom of this chain. Taly

From: Barton, Dana

Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 11:57 AM

To: Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Wetmore, Cynthia; Jolish, Taly; Yogi, David; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: FW: Del Amo/Montrose Site

fyi

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: Manzanilla, Enrique

Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 11:54 AM

To: Solomon, Gina@EPA

Cc: Petersen, Brian@EPA,; Lyons, John; CHENG, CHRISTINA
Subject: RE: Del Amo/Montrose Site

Hi Gina:

Happy to brief you and your colleagues. | just got briefed yesterday and | believe John has touched base with the
Regional Board on this issue.

We are preparing our response to Cynthia B. about her concerns and request for a delay in system start up. We will
loop you in on that response.

As far as the 10th, that's a bad for us. We're in a management retreat the whole day and then John and | are taking
off to Sunnyvale for a community meeting on our vapor intrusion work that we're doing at the sites we took back
from the Board last summer. | will ask my assistant, Christina Cheng, to work with Brian on scheduling. We
should probably try to do it before the 10th.

From: Solomon, Gina@EPA [mailto:Gina.Solomon@calepa.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 10:06 AM

To: Manzanilla, Enrique
Cc: Petersen, Brian@EPA
Subject: Del Amo/Montrose Site

Hi Enrique,

I'm hoping to schedule a meeting with you and whoever in your team is working on the groundwater clean-up at this
site. We are interested in learning a bit more due to some community concerns that have come to our attention
related to a specific chemical at the site, pPCBSA. Would someone from your staff be able to brief us on this issue?
Participants from our end would include Fran and Tam from the SWRCB, myself, and Sam Unger. We might also
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invite someone from our drinking water program and from DTSC.

Tam and I will be in the Bay Area on December 10th. Is there any chance that we could schedule the meeting for
that day?

I'm including my assistant, Brian Petersen, on this email, and he can help with the scheduling.

Thanks!

-Gina

Gina M. Solomon, M.D., M.P.H.

Deputy Secretary for Science and Health
Office of the Secretary

California Environmental Protection Agency
1001 | Street, Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Phone: 916-324-8735

Fax: 916-319-7708
gina.solomon@calepa.ca.gov

Brian Petersen, Executive Assistant
Phone: (916) 324-2568
Brian.Petersen@calepa.ca.gov






From: Manzanilla, Enrigue

To: Lyons, John; Stralka, Daniel

Cc: Zito, Kelly; Guria, Peter; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Barton, Dana; Yoaqi, David; Jolish, Taly; Minor
Dustin; Moore. Letitia

Subject: FW: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols

Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:12:47 PM

PCBSa

From: Cal EPA / OEHHA [mailto:Imonserr@oehha.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:07 PM

To: Manzanilla, Enrique

Subject: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols

2]
News from OEHHA

Drinking Water - Public health protective concentration for para-chlorobenzene sulfonic
acid (pCBSA) in drinking water.

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) is identifying a public
health protective concentration of 3 parts per million (ppm) for the chemical para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in drinking water. pCBSA is a by-product of the
production of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) and is often found in soil at former
DDT manufacturing sites. pCBSA is highly water soluble and has contaminated aquifers
beneath these sites.

Fact Sheet - Qil Spills and Seafood the process by which OEHHA responds to spills
and evaluates the risk of eating seafood after a spill

Oil Spills and Seafood - OEHHA's Protocol For Seafood Risk Assessment To Support
Fisheries Re-Opening Decisions For Aquatic QOil Spills In California (pdf)

=

L2]
Quick Links...

The OEHHA Website
More About OEHHA

Contact Information
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From: Jolish, Taly

To: Manzanilla, Enrigue; Lyons, John; Minor, Dustin; Moore, Letitia

Subject: FW: Emailing: ENV_ENFORCEMENT-#2504924-v1-Montrose_Status_Report_2_20_15_clean.docx
Date: Friday, February 20, 2015 2:56:05 PM

Attachments: Montrose_Status_Report 2015 02 20 final.docx

Here is the final Plaintiffs' status report. The Cal AG will send it to the Special Master later this afternoon.

From: Jolish, Taly

Sent: Friday, February 20, 2015 2:37 PM

To: 'Megan Hey'

Subject: RE: Emailing: ENV_ENFORCEMENT-#2504924-v1-Montrose_Status_Report_2_20_15 clean.docx

Here 'tis

From: Megan Hey [mailto:Megan.Hey@doj.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2015 2:29 PM

To: Jolish, Taly
Subject: Emailing: ENV_ENFORCEMENT-#2504924-v1-Montrose_Status_Report_2_20_15 clean.docx

Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

ENV_ENFORCEMENT-#2504924-v1-Montrose_Status_Report_2_20_15 clean.docx

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments. Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally
privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or
disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication.
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Gabriel M. Allen (Georgia Bar No. 740737)


Environment & Natural Resources Division


United States Department of Justice


P.O. Box 7611


Washington, D.C. 20044-7611


Telephone: (202)514-1032


Attorneys for Plaintiff 


United States of America





Kamala D. Harris


Attorney General of California


Sally Magnani


Senior Assistant Attorney General


Sarah E. Morrison


Supervising Deputy Attorney General 


Megan K. Hey (State Bar No. 232345)


300 South Spring Street, Suite 1702


Los Angeles, CA  90013


Telephone:  (213) 897-2638


Attorneys for Plaintiff


State of California, on behalf of California Department of Toxic Substances Control
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INTRODUCTION


Pursuant to the commitment made by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), and the State of California, on behalf of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”) (EPA and DTSC are collectively referred to as “Plaintiffs”), and Montrose Chemical Corporation of California (“Montrose”) (the Plaintiffs and Montrose collectively referred to as the “Parties”), the Plaintiffs submit this status report to the Special Master to inform him on the status of the Parties’ negotiations since the January 22, 2015 status conference.  The Plaintiffs understand that Montrose intends to submit a separate status report.


As reported to the Special Master on February 11, 2015, the Plaintiffs proposed, at the January 22, 2015 conference, an initial path forward that would allow Plaintiffs to gain more information about the Torrance groundwater treatment system’s ability to further treat pCBSA.


Further, the Parties agreed to the following:


1. The Parties will work together to reconfigure the functional test to include additional parameters, potentially including, but not limited to, varying the influent flow rate, the air flow rate into the stripper, and the ozone production rate.  The final details and relevant parameters will be discussed and drafted by the technical representatives of the Parties and mutually agreed to by the Parties, and then set forth in a revised work plan.


1. Montrose will conduct the functional test in accordance with the mutually agreeable revised work plan.


1. The Parties will receive and review results of the functional test.


1. Montrose reserves and does not waive its right to assert that the groundwater treatment system conforms with all requirements of the ROD and the Construction Partial Consent Decree entered by the Court in August 2012, and that no modification to the functional test or the groundwater treatment system is necessary.  This agreement is without prejudice to Montrose’s right to pursue any and all available relief in this regard, including but not limited to a judicial determination that the groundwater treatment system complies with the ROD and the Construction Partial Consent Decree.  


DEVELOPMENTS SINCE STATUS CONFERENCE


The Plaintiffs can report the following progress since the January 22 status conference.


Functional Testing


The Parties have agreed to divide the functional testing of the groundwater treatment system into three phases.  Phase I will be a 30-60 minute test, designed to establish that a pCBSA treatment component, specifically the ozone generation cells, is ready for operation.  Phase II, which includes most of the elements of what the Parties had previously referred as the “five-day test,” will involve incremental and more comprehensive operation of the system components and will require approximately five days of operation.  Phase III testing will incorporate the additional parameters agreed to at the January 22 status conference – “including, but not limited to, varying the influent flow rate, the air flow rate into the stripper, and the ozone production rate” – all of which are intended to provide more information about the capacity of the system to treat pCBSA, as discussed at the January 22 status conference.  


Phase I


On February 6, 2015, Montrose submitted a draft work plan for the Phase I test.  The Parties discussed the elements of the Phase I test during regular phone calls.  The Phase I test will include extraction of groundwater that will then need to be stored temporarily for sampling before it can be reinjected.  In order to make space in a storage tank for the Phase I extracted groundwater, Montrose will need to inject the groundwater currently in the tank, which was extracted and treated as part of testing conducted in December.  Montrose reported that, using a sampling technique with a detection level of 5 parts per billion (ppb) for pCBSA, the “December water” has no detectable level of pCBSA.  DTSC requested further sampling to confirm the non-detect finding.  Montrose conducted the further sampling on Friday, February 13, and confirmed that the December water has no detectable levels of pCBSA.  EPA is allowing the December water to be reinjected, as that water meets the 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for pCBSA set forth in the ROD.  DTSC is concurring with the reinjection of the December water because the pCBSA in it is below 5 ppb (non-detect).


Once the December water has been reinjected, Montrose will proceed with the Phase I test, pursuant to EPA’s approval of the Phase I work plan on Wednesday, February 18.  The approved Phase I work plan provides that no water will be reinjected until EPA has approved it.  DTSC has stated that it will concur with reinjection if the concentration of pCBSA does not exceed 5 ppb.  DTSC has also stated that, if the pCBSA level exceeds 5 ppb, DTSC will not be in a position to provide any concurrence until the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has completed its ongoing review of current exposure levels.  EPA’s position for the remainder of the functional tests is that the ROD reinjection standard for pCBSA will be and should be the standard applied for functional test reinjections.  EPA plans to work with DTSC and Montrose to resolve this issue as the Parties discuss the Phase II and Phase III work plans.  


Montrose requested a meet and confer on February 19, and all Parties participated.  Montrose’s intent, in part, appeared to be a desire to clarify the significance of EPA approving reinjection of the Phase I water, in the event that DTSC does not concur.  As explained during the meet and the confer, the Plaintiffs agree that pursuant to the Construction CD, EPA has authority to approve the Phase 1 work plan after conferring with DTSC, which it has done.  


Phase II


Montrose submitted a work plan to EPA and DTSC on Wednesday, February 11.  EPA has conducted an initial review of that work plan and determined that it needs substantial revision to include more coordination with EPA.  EPA expects that discussions of the Phase II work plan will continue through the week of February 23.  


	On a telephone call held Thursday, February 12, EPA staff explained to Montrose that the Phase II work plan would not be approved independent of a Phase III work plan.  EPA wants to consider and approve those work plans concurrently and have the testing run consecutively without pause.  EPA’s goal is to have reviewed and approved the Phase II and III work plans no later than the middle of March.


Phase III


Montrose has not yet submitted a work plan for Phase III, and has not committed to a timeline for doing so.  During the meet and confer, the timeline for the Phase III work plan was discussed.  Plaintiffs believe that Phase III is required by the Construction CD, as the Construction CD requires construction of the remedy components in accordance with the Record of Decision (“ROD”).  The ROD requires compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (“ARARs”), including California’s Anti-Degradation Policy.  As discussed extensively with Montrose and the Special Master – before, during, and after the January 22 status conference – the Plaintiffs believe the system as built may not fully comply with the Anti-Degradation Policy and thus not comply with ARARs. Therefore, Phase III is critical because it will provide information that is necessary for completion of an Anti-Degradation Policy Analysis, which EPA has committed to perform in consultation with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The Plaintiffs continue to believe that Phase III, discussed and agreed to in principle at the January 22 status conference, is necessary.  


Montrose’s Exercise of Dispute Resolution


On February 11, 2015, Montrose served a Notice of Dispute on the United States and DTSC, challenging EPA’s withdrawal of approval of the Remedial Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Evaluation Test Plan, which was submitted pursuant to the Partial Consent Decree for the Construction of the Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Treatment System.  The Notice of Dispute is attached as “Attachment A.”


Drinking Water Well Testing


On January 21, 2015, EPA sampled water from the two drinking water wells operating in closest proximity to the former Montrose manufacturing facility.  The State Water Resources Control Board (“State Board”) then sampled six operating drinking wells within three miles of the facility on January 28, 2015. The State Board collected split samples from those six wells for EPA.  EPA’s samples were analyzed for pCBSA using a sampling method that has a reporting limit of 5 ppb.  All samples were non-detect.


Expanding Confidentiality Order


	EPA has engaged in extensive discussions with the State (including senior State environmental leadership) regarding the planned functional testing of the treatment plant generally, and the treatment/reinjection of pCBSA specifically.  EPA, Montrose, and DTSC have also had numerous discussions regarding the functional testing.  Discussions with Montrose have been conducted as confidential settlement communications covered by the Special Master’s order, and EPA and DTSC have respected the confidentiality order during its discussions with other State agencies.  


However, other State agencies – including the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, the State Board, California Environmental Protection Agency, and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment – are involved in broader discussions regarding pCBSA’s presence in groundwater, State policies regarding pCBSA, and the general plans for functional testing at the Site, including the Anti-Degradation Analysis.  The Plaintiffs are seeking clarity about which State entities are included in the 2000 confidentiality order, and to the extent certain State agencies listed above are not included in the confidentiality order, the Plaintiffs believe that not being able to share information regarding ongoing technical/legal discussions covered by the confidentiality order with those other State agencies is impeding EPA’s ability to expedite progress on this front and preventing those State agencies from understanding all of the issues involving pCBSA at the Torrance groundwater Dual Site.  On February 9, EPA and DTSC proposed to Montrose that the Special Master’s order be modified to include these other State agencies, but Montrose has not yet responded.  Plaintiffs raised the issue again with Montrose during the meet and confer on February 19, and counsel for Montrose committed to discussing the request with his client.  Without a response from Montrose in the near future, the Plaintiffs may move independently in the next few weeks to request that the Special Master modify the confidentiality order so that discussions with the State agencies may proceed.


///
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CONCLUSION


The Plaintiffs are committed to continue working under the agreement that we agreed to during the status conference with the Special Master on January 22, 2015, and will provide another status report in approximately four weeks.


			


			Respectfully submitted,





Dated:  February 20, 2015	U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL


				PROTECTION AGENCY











				_/ s /__ Gabriel M. Allen			


				Gabriel M. Allen


				Environmental Enforcement Section


				Environment & Natural Resources Division


				United States Department of Justice


				Attorneys for the United States





Dated:  February 20, 2015	CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL











_/ s /__ Megan K. Hey	


Megan K. Hey


Deputy Attorney General


California Attorney General’s Office


Attorneys for the State of California on behalf of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
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From: Jolish, Taly

To: Manzanilla, Enrigue; Lyons, John; Minor, Dustin; Moore, Letitia; Barton. Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Hiett, Richard;
Chavira, Raymond

Subject: FW: Letter from Regional Board (Montrose Dual Operable Unit)

Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 8:54:26 AM

Attachments: Montrose-Del Amo Superfund Site_Application_2015-03-10 (4).pdf

Just received this from Marilee. | haven’t read it yet, but it appears to be the Anti-Deg Analysis letter
we’ve been expecting. Marilee already sent it to Montrose. Taly

From: Hanson, Marilee@DTSC [mailto:Marilee.Hanson@dtsc.ca.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 8:49 AM

To: Jolish, Taly; Gabriel. Allen@usdoj.gov; Kelly.Richardson@LW.com; jeff.carlin@Iw.com
Cc: Megan Hey (Megan.Hey@doj.ca.gov)

Subject: Letter from Regional Board (Montrose Dual Operable Unit)

FYI
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Water Boards

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

March 10, 2015

Enrique Manzanilla, Director
Superfund Division

U.S. EPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

SUBJCT: DUAL SITE GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNIT, MONTROSE/DEL
AMO SUPERFUND SITE RECORD OF DECISION: APPLICATION OF
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD RESOLUTION 68-16 TO
REINJECTION REMEDY

Dear Mr. Manzanilla:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is the lead agency, pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), overseeing the
response actions at the Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Site
(Joint Site). The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the lead state agency regarding
the Joint Site. The Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board), has
recently been requested to participate in discussions regarding the Joint Site, specifically the
application of State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Resolution 68-16 (“Statement
of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California®) (Resolution 68-16) to
remedial actions at the Joint Site. The Regional Board is pleased to participate in such discussions,
recognizing that USEPA is responsible under CERCLA for selection of the remedy and determination of
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS).

In March 1999, USEPA approved the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Joint Site. The ROD identifies
several actions to remedy the Joint Site, including containment of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPL)
and restoration outside the containment zone, which includes hydraulic extraction, treatment, and
aquifer injection. Consistent with CERCLA, USEPA provided the State of California with the
opportunity to identify ARARSs for the proposed remedial action. DTSC, in coordination with the
Regional Board, identified various ARARs for the remedy, including Resolution 68-16. The ROD
identifies Resolution 68-16 as an applicable ARAR with respect to the reinjection of groundwater
extracted at the Joint Site.

Since adoption of the ROD, the responsible parties have constructed the facilities and are prepared to
begin operation of the extraction, treatment and injection remedy. Prior to implementation of this
remedy, members of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and other interested persons have raised
concerns regarding the reinjection of the treated groundwater due to the presence of para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in the extraction area. Representatives of the Regional Board
have participated in several meetings with representatives of USEPA, DTSC, the Division of Drinking







Enrigue Manzanilla, Director -2- March 3, 2015

Water of the State Water Board, the DAAC, and other interested persons, regarding the pCBSA and
related issues. DAAC has specifically requested clarification regarding the application of Resolution
68-16 to the reinjection and the role of the Regional Board in decision-making. They have also
requested clarification regarding the need for permits for the reinjection.

At a meeting held on January 9, 2015 in Torrance, California, the Regional Board agreed to provide
information regarding, and engage in evaluating, the application of Resolution 68-16 to the discharge of
pCBSA. The Regional Boards implement Resolution 68-16 at cleanup sites throughout the State.
Neither the Los Angeles Regional Board nor the State Water Board has adopted a regulation regarding
application of Resolution 68-16 to cleanup sites. The State Water Board has issued several
precedential orders regarding application of Resolution 68-16 and there are several state court
decisions that have reviewed the application of Resolution 68-16 to discharges of waste. In addition,
the Central Valley and the Lahontan Regional Boards participated with USEPA in a dispute with the
United States Air Force in the early 1990s regarding application of Resolution 68-16 to the injection
remedy at two Air Force facilities. USEPA issued a decision in that matter that, consistent with
CERCLA, considered the State's method of interpretation of Resolution 68-16 and determined that
Resolution 68-16 may apply to reinjection remedies. | am providing you with a document summarizing
information used to evaluate the application of Resolution 68-16 to reinjection remedies. It is my
understanding that USEPA will prepare the initial evaluation with input from the Regional Board and
ultimately make a decision regarding the specific application at the Joint Site consistent with CERCLA
section 121 and the federal National Contingency Plan (NCP) (i.e., the CERCLA regulations).

At that same meeting, the Regional Board was asked questions regarding the need for permits to be
issued by the Regional Board for the Joint Site reinjection remedy. The Joint Site remedy is being
conducted pursuant to CERCLA, as amended. As you know, CERCLA section 121(e) provides: “No
federal, State, or local permit shall be required for the portion of any removal or remedial action
conducted entirely onsite, where such remedial action is selected and carried out in compliance with
[section 121].” The NCP at 40 CFR section 300.400(e)(1) defines “onsite” as "the areal extent of
contamination and all suitable areas in very close proximity to the contamination necessary for
implementation of the response action.” The Regional Board agrees that, in this case, no permits are
required, including waste discharge requirements issued by the Regional Board. The remedy is being
conducted entirely onsite as defined in CERCLA because the injection locations for the treated effluent
are in very close proximity to the contamination and the injection is necessary because it will assist in
arresting the migration of the NAPL plume. Further, the remedy has been selected in accordance with
Section 121 of CERCLA.

The Regional Board staff is available to assist USEPA in evaluating the application of Resolution 68-16
and to participate in any public participation process.

If you have further questions, please contact me at Samuel Unger@waterboards.ca.gov or at (213)
576-6605.

Sincerely,

Samuel Unger
Executive Officer







Enrigue Manzanilla, Director

Enclosure
cc: [via email only with enclosure]

Dr. Gina Solomon

California Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Secretary

1001 | Street, 25" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
Gina.Solomon@calepa.ca.gov

Frances Spivy-Weber, Board Vice Chair
State Water Resources Control Board

1001 | Street, 24" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
Frances.Spivy-Weber@waterboards.ca.gov

Shu-Fang Orr, District Engineer

State Water Resources Control Board
DDWI/Glendale Office

500 North Central Avenue, Suite 500
Glendale, CA 91203
Shu-Fang.Orr@waterboards.ca.gov

Jane Williams, Executive Director
California Communities Against Toxics
dcapiane@aol.com

Cynthia Babich, Founder and Director

Del Amo Action Committee

Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental
Justice Network

P.O. Box 549

Rosamond, CA 93560

delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

March 3, 2015

Barbara Lee, Director

Department of Toxic Substances
Control

1001 | Street, 25" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Barbara.Lee@dtsc.ca.gov

Tam Doduc, Board Member

State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 24" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
Tam.Doduc@waterboards.ca.gov

Frances McChesney, Attorney IV
State Water Resources Control Board
1001 | Street, 22" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

frances.mcchesney@waterboards.ca.gov








Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
Application of State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 68-16
to
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit,

Montrose-Del Amo Superfund Site
March 2, 2015

Key Elements

State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Resolution No. 68-16 (“Statement of
Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California”) (hereafter Resolution
'No. 68-16) requires the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Boards) in regulating
the discharge of waste to maintain high quality waters of the State consistent with Resolution
68-16. Resolution 68-16 implements the declaration of the California Legislature to maintain the
highest water quality to the maximum extent possible as set forth in California Water Code
section 13000. Consistent with that goal, Resolution No. 68-16 states that water quality
degradation may be allowed if the following conditions are met: (1) any change in water quality
must be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State; (2) the degradation will not
unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses (hereinafter, beneficial uses)' : (3)
the degradation will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the applicable Water
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) and other applicable policies. In addition, for any activity that
results in discharges of waste to existing high quality waters, the discharge must meet waste
discharge requirements that will result in the best practicable treatment or control of the
discharge necessary to assure that pollution or nuisance will not occur and the highest water
quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State will be maintained.

The remedy for the Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Del Amo Superfund Site
(Joint Site) is being conducted pursuant to the federal Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended. CERCLA section 121(e)
provides: “No federal, State, or local permit shall be required for the portion of any removal or
remedial action conducted entirely onsite, where such remedial action is selected and carried
out in compliance with [section 121].” The federal National Contingency Plan (NCP) (i.e., the
CERCLA regulations) at 40 CFR section 300.400(e)(1) defines “onsite” as "the areal extent of
contamination and all suitable areas in very close proximity to the contamination necessary for
implementation of the response action.” In this case, the remedy set forth in the Record of
Decision (ROD) adopted in 1999 by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) was selected in accordance with section 121 of CERCLA and is being conducted
entirely onsite, as defined in the NCP. Therefore, the remedy is exempt from the requirement to
obtain a permit, i.e., “waste discharge requirements.” However, the ROD must require
compliance with the substantive provisions of federal and state applicable or relevant and

' At this site, the present and anticipated beneficial uses consist of the existing and probable future or potential
uses identified in the Los Angeles Regional Board’s Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) and any others
identified based on a review of relevant information,







appropriate requirements (ARARs). The 1999 ROD identified Resolution 68-16 as an
applicable ARAR for the reinjection portion of the remedy at the Joint Site.

This document provides a summary of the information needed to evaluate the application of
Resolution 68-16 to the discharges of waste, i.e., the reinjection of treated wastewater at the
Joint Site. The State Water Board has adopted precedential orders interpreting Resolution 68-
16. California Regional Water Quality Control Boards must act consistent with the orders issued
by the State Water Board. This summary is based on the state’s interpretation of Resolution 68-
167 and focuses on the application of Resolution 68-16 to the discharges of para-chlorobenzene
sulfonic acid (pCBSA) to groundwater.

Is the receiving water considered “high quality water”?’

e What are the constituents of concern?

¢ What are the background levels of constituents of concern?

o What is the quality of the receiving water with respect to constituents of concern in the
discharge water?

o What are background levels of constituents, not identified in the ROD as constituents of
concern, such as naturally occurring metals, nutrients, salt, etc.?

e What are the applicable water quality objectives?*

o If the applicable objective is a narrative objective, what numeric level would reasonably
implement this objective?

Note: The constituents of concern are anthropogenic compound (s) with geographically
limited occurrences; background levels should be zero for such constituents and, therefore,
water quality at the point of discharge would be of high quality with respect to such
constituents.

Will the discharge cause degradation of the receiving water?

o Evaluate Regional Groundwater Setting,

* Note that federal regulations that apply to the adoption of NPDES permits authorizing discharges to surface
waters of the United States include an anti-degradation provision that applies to surface water (40 C.F.R §131.12).
Resolution 68-16 applies to “waters of the state”, which includes both groundwater and surface water. See State
Water Board Order Nos. WQ 86-8 and WQ 86-13, applying Resolution No. 68-16 to groundwater.

? Note that whether the receiving water is “high quality” is determined based on specific properties or
characteristics. Therefore waters may be of high quality for some constituents or beneficial uses, but not for
others. See State Water Board Order No. WQ 91-10.

* The Basin Plan does not include a numeric water quality objective for pCBSA, but does include an applicable
narrative water quality objective, which states under the heading “Chemical Constituents and Radioactivity” that
“Ground waters shall not contain concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts that adversely affect any
designated beneficial use.” The Regional Board uses available reliable information to determine an appropriate
numeric level to implement a narrative water quality objective. In 1997, the Regional Board agreed in a letter to
DTSC that a standard of 25 mg/L pCBSA was an appropriate standard for the Joint Site based on the available
information.







Note

Determine background water quality for constituents of concern and other
constituents that could be in the discharge water and impact the groundwater,
identify water quality objectives and determine assimilative capacity

Provide a thorough hydrological description of the Superfund area, including
present and anticipated beneficial uses,’ aquifers, aquitards, and locations and
screening of drinking water wells

Describe existing data on constituents of concern and their transport and fate in
the Superfund Areas including aquifers and aquitards

Compare quality to the water quality objectives established to protect designated
beneficial uses and effluent limits set forth in the CERCLA decision document
Provide Historical Water Quality data for each layer of the aquifer(s) to establish
baselines for constituents of concern

Present “baseline” water quality for each constituent of concern

Determine existing assimilative capacity

. Assimilative capacity is determined by considering the difference between the

background water quality and the objective or level necessary to protect the beneficial
uses with respect to the constituents of concern. In the absence of existing numeric
water quality objectives for a specific constituent, one should rely on narrative water
quality objectives, numeric limits used in other locations, and determinations from
literature reviews of national and international studies conducted regarding potential
toxicity and exposure levels of the constituent.

e Describe Site Remedy

Describe the remedy in the ROD

Describe location and pumping rates for extraction

Describe location and pumping rates for reinjection

Analyze effect of extraction and reinjection on aquifer contours

Describe fate and transport of constituents of concern — use peer reviewed
numeric model if available

Analyze effect of extraction and reinjection on constituent concentration contours
into future

Determine if reinjection will increase concentrations in receiving water and to
what degree

Specify how much of the assimilative capacity (%) will be consumed by
discharge over time

Develop a monitoring and reporting program to evaluate effectiveness and fate of
constituents

If the discharge will cause degradation will it unreasonably affect the beneficial uses?

e Identify the beneficial uses in area affected by the discharge See footnote 5.

® Confirm beneficial uses by reviewing the Basin Plan and other relevant information, such as actual uses, including
municipal wells that might be affected by the discharge.







e Describe potential impacts on the beneficial uses

o Describe impacts on any drinking water wells, including concentration and length of time
before impacts might occur

e Describe nature of impact, such as changes in concentrations and any potential
increases in concentrations

e Describe potential impacts to beneficial uses in the absence of reinjection

Does the remedy for pCBSA constitute “best practicable treatment or control”?

e Describe rationale and feasibility of groundwater treatment system

e Describe performance of groundwater treatment system on constituent removal rates

e Analyze feasibility, including incremental costs, of increasing treatment performance for
constituent removal

e Analyze costs for potential treatment upgrades

e |If the discharge could cause degradation using the proposed remedy, describe
alternative treatment or control methods that could reduce or minimize impacts on
receiving water

o |f alternative treatment methods would result in reduced impacts, provide rationale for
selecting proposed method. Note: Lower water quality should not result from
inappropriate treatment facilities or less-than-optimal operation of treatment facilities.

Is the remedy to the maximum benefit of the people of the State?

o |dentify the beneficial uses of the water. See footnote 5.

e Describe the environmental aspects of the discharge, i.e., what are the impacts on the
environment

e Describe the economic costs (to discharger and to affected public) and social costs of
the discharge compared to the benefits.

e Describe the need for the remedial action, for example what impacts to water quality
could occur if remedy is not implemented

e Demonstrate how reduction in water quality will not adversely affect beneficial uses

o Demonstrate that water quality will not fall below water quality objectives prescribed in
the Basin Plan, including narrative objectives (see above for use of guidelines when
evaluating water quality against a narrative objective)

e Describe short and long term impacts of the remedy on the receiving water, including
temporal or limited areas of impacts

Note: Cost savings to the discharger, standing alone, absent a demonstration of how
these savings are to the maximum benefit of the people of the State are not adequate
justification for allowing degradation.










From: Jolish, Taly

To: Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: Montrose Groundwater Treatment & pCBSA
Date: Monday, December 01, 2014 1:46:09 PM

Of course | promptly forgot to send it...

From: Jolish, Taly

Sent: Monday, December 01, 2014 9:11 AM

To: Barton, Dana

Subject: Accepted: Montrose Groundwater Treatment & pCBSA

When: Monday, December 01, 2014 3:00 PM-4:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).

Where:
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From: Jolish, Taly

To: Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: Montrose/pCBSA
Date: Monday, November 24, 2014 1:05:51 PM

From: Jolish, Taly

Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 10:45 AM

To: Barton, Dana

Subject: Accepted: Montrose/pCBSA

When: Monday, November 24, 2014 2:00 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).

Where: R9-Room-812-20-SFD_Only-Yosemite/Region-9-RESTRICTED
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From: Lyons. John

To: Stralka, Daniel

Cc: Jolish, Taly; Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: More Background Information - pCBSA

Date: Monday, January 05, 2015 4:19:48 PM

From: Lyons, John

Sent: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 2:52 PM

To: 'Solomon, Gina@EPA'; 'sunger@waterboards.ca.gov'
Cc: 'Cope, Grant@EPA'; Manzanilla, Enrique

Subject: More Background Information - pCBSA

Here is a document on pCBSA submitted by Montrose and Stauffer to Nevada (related to the
BMI site in Henderson NV):

https://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/071116-organicacidprofiles.pdf

Here is the NDEP letter responding to and commenting on that submittal:

https://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/docs/080118ndep-response-organic%20acids.pdf
Here is the Michigan fact sheet on pCBSA:

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/deq-rrd-p-CBSAToxicAssessment 288412 7.pdf

John Lyons

Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
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From: Barton, Dana

To: Wetmore. Cynthia; Lyons, John; Moore, Letitia; Jolish, Taly; Stralka, Daniel
Subject: FW: Nevada pCBSA
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 1:04:07 PM

| left a voice mail for Greg Lovato this morning and received the following email responses.

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: James Dotchin [mailto:jdotchin@ndep.nv.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:30 PM

To: Barton, Dana

Cc: Greg Lovato

Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,
For an easier review below are the numbers for CBSA.

p-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid’s BCL is 117 mg/kg and is based on the saturation limit so both the
residential and industrial values are the same. For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L.

JD

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Supervisor Special Projects Branch

Bureau of Corrective Actions

2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: James Dotchin
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:28 PM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov)

Cc: Greg Lovato
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,

It is good timing that you asked because | was digging in the files yesterday for the tox profiles for
organic acids at the OSSM (Montrose is the M) site in Henderson and | found the attached.

This is also located on our website along with other tox profiles here
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http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (about 3/4 of the way down)

The NDEP has Basic Comparison Levels (BCL’s) for this and a number of other analytes we have at
the BMI site in Henderson NV.

http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (scroll down to the Risk Assessment and Toxicology section
about half of the way down the page)

Please take a look and feel free to call me to discuss if you have any questions. | have attached all of
the relevant documents in this e-mail.

Thanks,

D

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Supervisor Special Projects Branch

Bureau of Corrective Actions

2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: Greg Lovato
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 10:49 AM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov)

Cc: James Dotchin
Subject: pCBSA

Hi Dana,

| got your message and referred it to JD Dotchin in our Las Vegas office who is currently managing
the Montrose project in Henderson.

JD should be getting in touch with you.

Thanks,
Greg

Greg Lovato

Deputy Administrator

NV Division of Environmental Protection
775-687-9373
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Minor, Dustin

Subject: FW: pCBSA meeting with DAAC on 1/6 is postponed
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 4:44:00 PM

FYI

From: Barton, Dana

Sent: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 3:59 PM

To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mayer, Kevin; Jolish, Taly; Moore, Letitia; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Yogi, David;
Sanchez, Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO

Subject: pCBSA meeting with DAAC on 1/6 is postponed

Cynthia Babich is going to propose new days because the RWQCB folks are not available on 1/6. I'm
sorry for the inconvenience, especially the Cl folks who worked to reserve the Holiday Inn on that
day! I don’t know what the new day will be yet.

Happy Holidays!
Dana

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087
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From: James Dotchin

To: Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: pCBSA
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 2:43:07 PM

Some more clarification below.

From: James Dotchin

Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 2:35 PM
To: Barton, Dana

Subject: RE: pCBSA

Please let me know if there is anything else | can help with.
JD

From: Barton, Dana [Barton.Dana@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 2:31 PM
To: James Dotchin

Subject: RE: pCBSA

Thank you! That's all | need for now.

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: James Dotchin [mailto:jdotchin@ndep.nv.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 2:30 PM

To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Stralka, Daniel
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,

Sorry, | was reading from a table that should be 36,500 ppb or 36.5 ppm. The typo below referenced in the report

should also read 37 ppm and not ppb.

Additionally | had our risk assessment team run the new BCL's based upon the revised exposure parameters and
IRIS tap water ingestion rates for January of 2015 and the BCL number will actually came down this year to 33,400
ug/l. (not published yet) I am actually out of the office currently is there a time this week that would work the best
for your team? 1 would like to include my risk assessment team as well, they may be of more help if it is technical

in nature.
Thanks,
JD

From: Barton, Dana [Barton.Dana@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 1:39 PM
To: James Dotchin

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Stralka, Daniel
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Subject: RE: pCBSA
Thank you, JD, for your quick reply. | do have a follow-up question for you re:
For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L. (or 3.65 ppm)

Because the memo in the material you referenced below indicates 37 ppm not 3.65 ppm (however, there is also a
unit switch see in red below which is causing some confusion).

The toxicity database for pCBSA is also sparse. The Companies used the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality (MDEQ, 2006) recommended oral RfD of 1 mg/kg-day for pPCBSA. We agree that this is a reasonable
recommendation. MDEQ (2006) reviewed the available toxicity data and, although limited, a NOAEL of 1,000
mg/kg was identified in a 28-day feeding study in male rats. Because of the limited oral bioavailability of pCBSA
and expected urinary excretion, it was assumed that pCBSA sub-chronic toxicity would not be much different.
MDEQ applied a 1,000 fold uncertainty factor to derive the 1 mg/kg-day oral RfD. The corresponding groundwater
screening level is 37 mg/L. This groundwater value is higher than that recommended in a Record of Decision
(ROD) for Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites located in Los Angeles, California (USEPA, 1999).
According to the ROD, a provisional drinking water standard of 25 mg/L was used for pCBSA. This is based on
one sub-chronic non-cancer study in which the State of California established a non-promulgated and provisional
No Observed Adverse Effect Level (NOEL) of 1 mg/kg/day for pCBSA. This is the same value The Companies
recommended based on the MDEQ
(2006) report. The ROD did not specify the exposure assumptions used in the derivation of the 25 mg/L provisional
drinking water standard. When default exposure assumptions (i.e., 30 year exposure duration, 2 liters/day drinking
water ingestion rate, and 70 kg body weight) are used with the RfD of 1 mg/kg-day, the corresponding groundwater
concentration is 37 ug/L Therefore, we find the recommended groundwater screening level derived by the
Companies to be adequate since we were able to verify the calculation.

Do you have time to talk through the information with myself and staff members? We are in discussions with the
State of California about the reinjection standard for pCBSA of 25 ppm that was selected in our Record of Decision
for the Montrose site.

Thank you!
Dana

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: James Dotchin [mailto:jdotchin@ndep.nv.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:30 PM

To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Greg Lovato
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,
For an easier review below are the numbers for CBSA.

p-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid's BCL is 117 mg/kg and is based on the saturation limit so both the residential and
industrial values are the same. For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L.

JD
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James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Supervisor Special Projects Branch Bureau of Corrective Actions
2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: James Dotchin

Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:28 PM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov<mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov>)
Cc: Greg Lovato

Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,

It is good timing that you asked because | was digging in the files yesterday for the tox profiles for organic acids at
the OSSM (Montrose is the M) site in Henderson and | found the attached.

This is also located on our website along with other tox profiles here http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (about
3/4 of the way down)

The NDEP has Basic Comparison Levels (BCL's) for this and a number of other analytes we have at the BMI site in
Henderson NV.

http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (scroll down to the Risk Assessment and Toxicology section about half of the
way down the page)

Please take a look and feel free to call me to discuss if you have any questions. | have attached all of the relevant
documents in this e-mail.

Thanks,

JD

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Supervisor Special Projects Branch Bureau of Corrective Actions
2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: Greg Lovato
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 10:49 AM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov<mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov>)

Cc: James Dotchin
Subject: pCBSA
Hi Dana,

| got your message and referred it to JD Dotchin in our Las Vegas office who is currently managing the Montrose
project in Henderson.

JD should be getting in touch with you.

Thanks,
Greg

Greg Lovato
Deputy Administrator
NV Division of Environmental Protection
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775-687-9373






From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Barton, Dana

Lyons, John; Jolish. Taly; Moore, Letitia
FW: pCBSA

Tuesday, January 06, 2015 1:40:09 PM

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: Barton, Dana

Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 1:39 PM
To: 'James Dotchin'

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Stralka, Daniel
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Thank you, JD, for your quick reply. | do have a follow-up question for you re:

For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L. (or 3.65 ppm)

Because the memo in the material you referenced below indicates 37 ppm not 3.65 ppm (however,
there is also a unit switch see in red below which is causing some confusion).

The toxicity database for pCBSA is also sparse. The Companies used the Michigan
Department of

Environmental Quality (MDEQ, 2006) recommended oral RfD of 1 mg/kg-day for
pCBSA. We

agree that this is a reasonable recommendation. MDEQ (2006) reviewed the available
toxicity data

and, although limited, a NOAEL of 1,000 mg/kg was identified in a 28-day feeding study
in male

rats. Because of the limited oral bioavailability of pCBSA and expected urinary
excretion, it was

assumed that pCBSA sub-chronic toxicity would not be much different. MDEQ applied
a 1,000 fold

uncertainty factor to derive the 1 mg/kg-day oral RfD. The corresponding
groundwater screening

level is 37 mg/L. This groundwater value is higher than that recommended in a Record
of Decision
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(ROD) for Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites located in Los Angeles,
California

(USEPA, 1999). According to the ROD, a provisional drinking water standard of 25 mg/L
was used

for pCBSA. This is based on one sub-chronic non-cancer study in which the State of
California

established a non-promulgated and provisional No Observed Adverse Effect Level
(NOEL) of 1

mg/kg/day for pCBSA. This is the same value The Companies recommended based on
the MDEQ

(2006) report. The ROD did not specify the exposure assumptions used in the
derivation of the 25

mg/L provisional drinking water standard. When default exposure assumptions (i.e.,
30 year

exposure duration, 2 liters/day drinking water ingestion rate, and 70 kg body
weight) are used with

the RfD of 1 mg/kg-day, the corresponding groundwater concentration is 37 ug/L
Therefore, we

find the recommended groundwater screening level derived by the Companies to be
adequate since

we were able to verify the calculation.

Do you have time to talk through the information with myself and staff members? We are in
discussions with the State of California about the reinjection standard for pCBSA of 25 ppm that was
selected in our Record of Decision for the Montrose site.

Thank you!
Dana

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: James Dotchin [mailto:jdotchin@ndep.nv.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Barton, Dana
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Cc: Greg Lovato
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,
For an easier review below are the numbers for CBSA.

p-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid’s BCL is 117 mg/kg and is based on the saturation limit so both the
residential and industrial values are the same. For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L.

D

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Supervisor Special Projects Branch

Bureau of Corrective Actions

2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: James Dotchin
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:28 PM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov)

Cc: Greg Lovato
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,

It is good timing that you asked because | was digging in the files yesterday for the tox profiles for
organic acids at the OSSM (Montrose is the M) site in Henderson and | found the attached.

This is also located on our website along with other tox profiles here

http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (about 3/4 of the way down)

The NDEP has Basic Comparison Levels (BCL’s) for this and a number of other analytes we have at
the BMI site in Henderson NV.

http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (scroll down to the Risk Assessment and Toxicology section
about half of the way down the page)

Please take a look and feel free to call me to discuss if you have any questions. | have attached all of
the relevant documents in this e-mail.

Thanks,

D

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
Supervisor Special Projects Branch

Bureau of Corrective Actions

2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235
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Cell: 775-443-5290
Fax: 702-486-2863

From: Greg Lovato
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 10:49 AM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov)

Cc: James Dotchin
Subject: pCBSA

Hi Dana,

| got your message and referred it to JD Dotchin in our Las Vegas office who is currently managing
the Montrose project in Henderson.

ID should be getting in touch with you.

Thanks,
Greg

Greg Lovato

Deputy Administrator

NV Division of Environmental Protection
775-687-9373
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From: Barton. Dana

To: Lyons, John; Jolish. Taly; Moore, Letitia; Mayer, Kevin
Subject: FW: pCBSA
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 2:51:34 PM

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: James Dotchin [mailto:jdotchin@ndep.nv.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 2:30 PM

To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Stralka, Daniel
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,

Sorry, | was reading from a table that should be 36,500 ppb or 36.5 ppm. The typo below referenced in the report
should also read 37 ppm and not ppb.

Additionally | had our risk assessment team run the new BCL's based upon the revised exposure parameters and
IRIS tap water ingestion rates for January of 2015 and the BCL number will actually came down this year to 33,400
ug/l. (not published yet) I am actually out of the office currently is there a time this week that would work the best
for your team? | would like to include my risk assessment team as well, they may be of more help if it is technical
in nature.

Thanks,

JD

From: Barton, Dana [Barton.Dana@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 1:39 PM
To: James Dotchin

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Stralka, Daniel
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Thank you, JD, for your quick reply. | do have a follow-up question for you re:
For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L. (or 3.65 ppm)

Because the memo in the material you referenced below indicates 37 ppm not 3.65 ppm (however, there is also a
unit switch see in red below which is causing some confusion).

The toxicity database for pCBSA is also sparse. The Companies used the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality (MDEQ, 2006) recommended oral RfD of 1 mg/kg-day for pCBSA. We agree that this is a reasonable
recommendation. MDEQ (2006) reviewed the available toxicity data and, although limited, a NOAEL of 1,000
mg/kg was identified in a 28-day feeding study in male rats. Because of the limited oral bioavailability of pCBSA
and expected urinary excretion, it was assumed that pCBSA sub-chronic toxicity would not be much different.
MDEQ applied a 1,000 fold uncertainty factor to derive the 1 mg/kg-day oral RfD. The corresponding groundwater
screening level is 37 mg/L. This groundwater value is higher than that recommended in a Record of Decision
(ROD) for Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites located in Los Angeles, California (USEPA, 1999).
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According to the ROD, a provisional drinking water standard of 25 mg/L was used for pCBSA. This is based on
one sub-chronic non-cancer study in which the State of California established a non-promulgated and provisional
No Observed Adverse Effect Level (NOEL) of 1 mg/kg/day for pCBSA. This is the same value The Companies
recommended based on the MDEQ

(2006) report. The ROD did not specify the exposure assumptions used in the derivation of the 25 mg/L provisional
drinking water standard. When default exposure assumptions (i.e., 30 year exposure duration, 2 liters/day drinking
water ingestion rate, and 70 kg body weight) are used with the RfD of 1 mg/kg-day, the corresponding groundwater
concentration is 37 ug/L Therefore, we find the recommended groundwater screening level derived by the
Companies to be adequate since we were able to verify the calculation.

Do you have time to talk through the information with myself and staff members? We are in discussions with the
State of California about the reinjection standard for pCBSA of 25 ppm that was selected in our Record of Decision
for the Montrose site.

Thank you!
Dana

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: James Dotchin [mailto:jdotchin@ndep.nv.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:30 PM

To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Greg Lovato
Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,
For an easier review below are the numbers for CBSA.

p-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid’s BCL is 117 mg/kg and is based on the saturation limit so both the residential and
industrial values are the same. For drinking water, the BCL is 3,650 ug/L.

JD

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Supervisor Special Projects Branch Bureau of Corrective Actions
2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: James Dotchin

Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 12:28 PM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov<mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov>)
Cc: Greg Lovato

Subject: RE: pCBSA

Dana,
It is good timing that you asked because | was digging in the files yesterday for the tox profiles for organic acids at
the OSSM (Montrose is the M) site in Henderson and | found the attached.
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This is also located on our website along with other tox profiles here http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (about
3/4 of the way down)

The NDEP has Basic Comparison Levels (BCL’s) for this and a number of other analytes we have at the BMI site in
Henderson NV.

http://ndep.nv.gov/bmi/technical.htm (scroll down to the Risk Assessment and Toxicology section about half of the
way down the page)

Please take a look and feel free to call me to discuss if you have any questions. | have attached all of the relevant
documents in this e-mail.

Thanks,

JD

James (JD) Dotchin

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Supervisor Special Projects Branch Bureau of Corrective Actions
2030 E. Flamingo Rd, Suite 230

Las Vegas, NV. 89119

Phone: 702-486-2850 Ext 235

Cell: 775-443-5290

Fax: 702-486-2863

From: Greg Lovato
Sent: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 10:49 AM

To: Barton, Dana (Barton.Dana@epa.gov<mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov>)

Cc: James Dotchin
Subject: pCBSA

Hi Dana,

I got your message and referred it to JD Dotchin in our Las Vegas office who is currently managing the Montrose
project in Henderson.

JD should be getting in touch with you.

Thanks,
Greg

Greg Lovato

Deputy Administrator

NV Division of Environmental Protection
775-687-9373
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From: Barton, Dana

To: Mayer. Kevin; Jolish, Taly; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; MARTINEZ. YARISSA; Mechem, Russell; Moore, Letitia; Mueller
Sarah; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi. David; Rodriguez, Dante; Duarte, Romie

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: RE: Del Amo Montrose Team Meeting - Second Tuesday of each month

Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 1:34:43 PM

| won’t be able to attend because | have a meeting with Enrique and John concerning pCBSA

and our communication with DTSC.
Thank you,

Dana

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087

From: Mayer, Kevin

Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 8:48 AM

To: Mayer, Kevin; Barton, Dana; Jolish, Taly; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Mechem,
Russell; Moore, Letitia; Mueller, Sarah; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David; Rodriguez, Dante;
Duarte, Romie

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Del Amo Montrose Team Meeting - Second Tuesday of each month

When: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 1:30 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: R9-Room-10111-20-GrandCanyon

Sorry about too many notices. The room can only be reserved through mid-June — not
“indefinitely” nor for “10 occurrences” which were options on the reservation page.

| was told that the teleconferencing capabilities would be in place by January. | sent a second



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=F46447FF86E94ABAABCFAC1009EAAF67-DBARTON

mailto:Mayer.Kevin@epa.gov

mailto:jolish.taly@epa.gov

mailto:Diaz.Alejandro@epa.gov

mailto:martinez.yarissa@epa.gov

mailto:Mechem.Russell@epa.gov

mailto:Moore.Letitia@epa.gov

mailto:Mueller.Sarah@epa.gov

mailto:Mueller.Sarah@epa.gov

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

mailto:Rodriguez.Dante@epa.gov

mailto:Duarte.Romie@epa.gov

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov



meeting notice for the fourth Tuesdays, and | will cancel room 911 starting in January, if this
reservation works.






From: Yoai, David

To: Jolish, Taly; Barton. Dana; Manzanilla, Enrique

Cc: Minor, Dustin; Moore, Letitia; Hiett, Richard; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Feb 17 pCBSA call Tuesday,

Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 10:43:17 AM

I’ll schedule a 2:00 meeting and will send a call in number around with the meeting invite
shortly.

Thanks,
David

From: Jolish, Taly

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2015 10:42 AM

To: Barton, Dana; Manzanilla, Enrique

Cc: Minor, Dustin; Moore, Letitia; Yogi, David; Hiett, Richard; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Feb 17 pCBSA call Tuesday,

I’'m working from home today at have an 11:30 call with Montrose, but am otherwise available. It
looks like everyone except Dusty and Cynthia is available at 1 or 2 for a half-hour discussion, but
we’d need a call-in number. And | don’t know when Dana will be in flight.

Monday is fine for me, but | don’t see much overlap for this group on Monday’s calendar. Taly

From: Barton, Dana

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2015 10:00 AM

To: Manzanilla, Enrique

Cc: Minor, Dustin; Jolish, Taly; Moore, Letitia; Yogi, David; Hiett, Richard; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira,
Raymond

Subject: Re: Draft Notes from Feb 17 pCBSA call Tuesday,

I would need to call in. I'm traveling back from LA today. Monday | will be in and available.
Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 20, 2015, at 8:40 AM, "Manzanilla, Enrique" <Manzanilla.Enrique@epa.gov> wrote:

Let’s discuss today if folks are around.

From: Florence Gharibian [mailto:florencegharibian@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2015 8:15 AM

To: Lee, Barbara@DTSC; Cynthia Babich

Cc: Miranda Maupin; Barton, Dana; Black, Stewart@DTSC; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Fernando
Philip; Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov; Lyons,
John; Ron Isles; Manzanilla, Enrique; yarissa.martinez@epa.gov; McChesney,

Frances@Waterboards; cynthiamedinal956@yahoo.com; Markus; Unger,
Samuel@Waterboards; Sanchez, Yolanda; Al Sattler; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Solomon,
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Gina@EPA; Spivy-Weber, Frances@Waterboards; Warren, Scott@DTSC; James Wells;
Wetmore, Cynthia; dcapjane@aol.com; Souza, Kurt@Waterboards; Peng, Ted@DTSC;
LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Orr, Shu-Fang@Waterboards; Scandura, John@DTSC; Agency
Secretary, Rodriquez@EPA; Rasmussen, Paula@Waterboards; Doduc,
Tam@Waterboards; Senga, Robert@DTSC; Cope, Grant@EPA; Yogi, David; Ana Vargas;
Smith, Kim@DTSC

Subject: Re: Draft Notes from Feb 17 pCBSA call Tuesday,

| see that the document on the treatment processes will be included with
the minutes. Also, re: consent agreement. On going negotiations? In
this context confidential as to the additional testing? 1 still have questions.

On Friday, March 20, 2015 7:56 AM, Florence Gharibian <florencegharibian@yahoo.com>
wrote:

First, | concur with Cynthia's request for a face to face meeting. | found
the phone call very frustrating. Second, | read the notes and wondered
What Happened? This a bit more difficult to quantify. The cautious tone
leaving an strong impression that the community is not being included in
important discussions. Comments about the consent agreement inability
to discuss important elements because of the consent agreement. Is
there a signed agreement? What is the date of that agreement? Isita
public document? If it is, could we have a copy of that document? If it
isn't could you tell us why EPA is signing agreements that aren't public?

Two points on the meeting notes. Re: my comments re: the carbon
treatment, as | recall | may have asked a question about the carbon
treatment portion of the treatment train as it exists now based on the data
we received showing non-detect for PCBSA after the short test done
using water hydrant water and some of the groundwater. Cynthia
Wetmore responded indicating that she did not think the carbon would
continue to be as affective if higher volumes of water were going through
the treatment system. | appreciated her honest evaluation. Second, re:
my request. | asked if a chemist could evaluate the process that resulted
in the PCBSA in an effort to increase our collective understanding of how
the PCBSA is created as a result of the manufacture of DDT. Just to
clarify my comment and request. | would like to see a document re:
evaluation of treatment technologies available. Do we have an estimate
of when that document would be available?

On Thursday, March 19, 2015 10:24 PM, "Lee, Barbara@DTSC"
<Barbara.Lee@dtsc.ca.gov> wrote:
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Cynthia & all,

| am sorry but | am not able to participate on March 30th. This site
continues to be a priority for me. Let me know what you you decide.

Thanks,
Barbara

Sent from my iPad

On Mar 19, 2015, at 10:56 AM, "Cynthia Babich"
<delamoactioncommittee @gmail.com> wrote:

Hi everyone,

| would like you all to know how important you are to our
communities well being and how vital your involvement
is. | believe that there is agreement in the group that
we all want to do what is right and best to ensure that
our drinking water, a priceless resource, is protected. |
think this is one of the fibers that binds use together in
a collective effort to do better. Again I thank you for
being that person.

| am reaching out to your for a couple of reasons.
Number One is time critical. | hope everyone on this list
take a moment to read the notes and approve them
today? | need them finalized. It is important because
even though we all have the benefit of having them, in
draft form, | am not supposed to share them in draft.
| am meeting with community members on Saturday
and | want to share our work with them.

Please help me keep the community
engaged.

The second item is our upcoming Proposed meeting for
March 30th. | firmly believe it should be a face to face
meeting. The conference call did not work out well. |
feel it was even counter productive to our collective
efforts, to do better. What is the possibility of making a
face to face happen on the 30th? Will enough decision
makers be available to meet? Miranda from SKEO is
coordinating this for us so please let her know your
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availability and she can let us know what our meeting
shapes up to be.

Lastly | would like to ask the group about your thoughts
on using time during our next meeting to develop a
shared understanding of what we are trying to
accomplish. | know we have this for our larger
Groundwater Convenings and maybe it will help to
bring us back to the space we have been working in as
part of an "A Team". | would also like us to work
together on how the anti-degradation analysis will be
done. |think many of the pieces can be done
collectively. 1 see that some of us have gone back to
working in isolation. This is not transparent and
counter productive to the reason we came together.
We have created a space to hear each other, work
together and have the benefit of our collective
knowledge. There is a great need for us to be our best
and support the work our group is doing. It is going to
take all of us to protect and respect the water
resources we currently have. The worst that can
happen is we have a better plan to clean up
contaminated plumes. The best we can have is a
strong collective policy to protect drinking water while
we can.

The community is and will remain the lead of our
meetings and the moral compass by which we will be
guided, | promise this to you.

Respectively,
Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to
marvel at it. People would walk around it, marveling at its big
pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the
pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes
in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas
surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas. The
people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the
face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water. The people
would declare it precious because it was the only one, and
they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball
would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come
to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty
and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and
defend it with their lives, because they would somehow know
that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without
it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we
apologize and ask that you let us know. If you feel compelled
to act upon the information you have received in error please
ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally
aligned.

On Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 9:31 AM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello all, last call on any comments on the notes from the
February 17th pCBSA call (attached). Please send any
comments by COB Monday, March 23. We will send a final
version before our next discussion on March 30th.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Feb 27, 2015 at 12:21 PM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello all, just a reminder that we are hoping for any
comments on the attached notes by the end of day today.
Please let me know if you need more time.

Also, | have attached the Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
from EPA for reference.
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Safouh, will you be able to provide the summary of your
research today or Monday for inclusion in the final notes?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

On Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 8:44 AM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello all, | have attached draft notes from our pCBSA
call last Tuesday, February 17. Please take a moment

to review the notes to ensure accuracy and provide any

comments by end of day this Friday. If you need more
time, please let me know.

Safouh also plans to share a short written summary of
his presentation, which we will circulate for review and
include in the final notes.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

On Mon, Feb 16, 2015 at 6:46 PM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello all, | have attached an agenda and reference
material for the pCBSA webinar from 12-3 pm
tomorrow, Tuesday, February 17.

The conference line is 434-326-4368; access code =
6287

There is no need for screen sharing, so please just
dial into the number above.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227
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On Sun, Feb 15, 2015 at 5:41 PM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello all, The pCBSA webinar is confirmed for 12-3
pm this Tuesday, February 17.

The conference line is 434-326-4368; access code =
6287 (there is no need for screen sharing, so
please just dial in)

We will send an agenda prior to Tuesday's call.

Thank you!
Miranda
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From: Moore, Letitia

To: Jolish, Taly

Subject: RE: pCBSA - cont"d

Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 10:22:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Thanks. | turns out that | do have an invite to the meeting/call tomorrow morning, so | guess | will
see you there.

Thanks,

Letitia D. Moore
Assistant Regional Counsel | U.S. EPA Region IX
415.972.3928 | moore.letitia@epa.gov

& United Stales Environmental Protaction Agency

This email, including attachments, may contain information that is confidential and may be protected by the attorney-client or other
privileges. This email, including attachments, is intended to be conveyed only to the designated recipient. If you are not an intended
recipient, please delete this email, including attachments, and notify me by email or at (415)972-3928. The unauthorized use,
dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this email, including attachments, is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: Jolish, Taly

To: Moore, Letitia

Subject: RE: pCBSA - cont"d

Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 10:25:03 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Lucky you! See you then.

From: Moore, Letitia

Sent: Monday, December 08, 2014 10:23 AM
To: Jolish, Taly

Subject: RE: pCBSA - cont'd

Thanks. | turns out that | do have an invite to the meeting/call tomorrow morning, so | guess | will
see you there.

Thanks,

Letitia D. Moore
Assistant Regional Counsel | U.S. EPA Region IX
415.972.3928 | moore.letitia@epa.gov

i
o2 Uniled Siales Environmental Protection Agency

This email, including attachments, may contain information that is confidential and may be protected by the attorney-client or other
privileges. This email, including attachments, is intended to be conveyed only to the designated recipient. If you are not an intended
recipient, please delete this email, including attachments, and notify me by email or at (415)972-3928. The unauthorized use,
dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this email, including attachments, is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: Jolish, Taly

To: Minor. Dustin; Moore. Letitia

Subject: pPCBSA and Montrose groundwater

Start: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:00:00 PM
End: Thursday, November 20, 2014 3:00:00 PM
Location: John"s office

John wants us to meet in his office at 2pm to discuss this new issue.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=44BA064C9D7A401EBD4A0FEEFCA058F2-TJOLISH

mailto:Minor.Dustin@epa.gov

mailto:Moore.Letitia@epa.gov




From: Barton, Dana

To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mayer. Kevin; Jolish, Taly; Moore, Letitia; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Yodi. David; Sanchez
Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO

Subject: PCBSA meeting with DAAC on 1/6 is postponed

Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 3:59:00 PM

Cynthia Babich is going to propose new days because the RWQCB folks are not available on 1/6. I'm
sorry for the inconvenience, especially the Cl folks who worked to reserve the Holiday Inn on that
day! | don’t know what the new day will be yet.

Happy Holidays!
Dana

Dana Barton

Section Chief, Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

tel: 415.972.3087
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